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OPINION
PER CURIAM:

Appellant Vielka Dudley appeals from the district court's orders
denying her motion under Fed. R. Crim. P. 41(e) for the return of
property seized from her as part of acriminal investigation and deny-
ing her motions for reconsideration.* The record shows that Dudley's
property was seized by the United States Customs Service on Decem-
ber 20, 1987. Dudley did not bring the instant claim until September
5, 1997. The district court found that Dudley's claim was barred by
the six-year statute of limitations found in 28 U.S.C. § 2401(a)
(1994).

A postconviction motion for return of property seized as part of a
criminal investigation brought under Fed. R. Crim. P. 41(e) isan
equitable civil action. See United Statesv. Garcia, 65 F.3d 17, 20-21
(4th Cir. 1995). Such an action is subject to the general six-year stat-
ute of limitations for suits brought against the United States. See 28
U.S.C. § 2401(a). Dudley's cause of action accrued on December 20,
1987, the date her property was seized. Because Dudley's claim was
not filed until 1997, almost ten years after the seizure, her claimis
barred by the statute of limitations. See 28 U.S.C. § 2401(a).

Accordingly, we affirm the district court's dismissal of Dudley's
claim as barred by limitations and the court's denial of Dudley's
motions for reconsideration. We dispense with oral argument because
the facts and legal contentions are adequately presented in the materi-

*Dudley also appealed from the district court order denying her

motion for postconviction relief. Her appeals were consolidated, and in
her informal brief, Dudley failed to raise any issues as to the denial of
her motion for postconviction relief. Accordingly, this claim has been
waived. See 4th Cir. Loca R. 34(b). Thus, we affirm the district court's
order asto this claim.
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als before the court and argument would not aid the decisional pro-
Cess.

AFFIRMED



